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Dear Congressman Santorum:~\Ci\1

This is in reply to your letter of February 27, 1993, UiD~~~~~~~redon
behalf of your constituent, Martin G. Crawley, regarding ~~otice of
Proposed Rule Making (Notice) in PR Docket No. 92-235, 57 FR 54034 (1992).
This Notice proposes comprehensive changes to the Commission's Rules governing
the private land mobile radio services operating in the frequency bands below
512 MHz.

Your constituent is specifically concerned about the impact of these changes
on radio control (RIC) hobby users. Enclosed is a discussion paper concerning
our proposals for the 72-76 MHz band. In short, we expect there would be no
adverse impact on RIC operations because of any proposal contained in the
Notice.

We are, of course, sensitive to the concerns of both users of private land
mobile radio spectrum and RIC hobbyists. We will, therefore, take your
constituent's concerns into account when we develop final rules in this
proceeding. As indicated in the Notice, we remain convinced that without
significant regulatory change in radio operations in the bands below 512 MHz,
the quality of communications in the private land mobile radio services will
continue to deteriorate to the point of endangering public safety and the
national economy.

We want to thank you for your interest in this proceeding. Your constituent's
letter will be included in the record of the proceeding. We expect final
rules to be issued in 1994.

~ Sincerely"'_' -'"
~\O~&~;: ,~:;;:r

Richard J. Shiben
Chief, Land Mobile & Microwave Division
Private Radio Bureau
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Respond to the attention of Wes Horne.
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Legislative Affairs
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Director:

Enclosed with this letter is correspondence I received from one
of my constituents regarding the FCC proposal PR Docket 92-235.

Any official response you could provide addressing the concerns
stated in this letter would be appreciated.

Please forward response to Wes Horne, who can be reached at (202)
225-2135. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

~K
Rick Santorum
Member of Congress
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- Martin G. Crawley ­
10 Kiltie Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15235

January 22, 1993

The Honorable Richard John Santorum
United States House of Represenatives
Washington, DC 20515

Re: NPRM - PR Docket 92-235

Dear Mr. Santorum:

Please Vote AGAINST PR Docket 92-2~51

I am writing you concerning the proposed rule changes now being considered by the Federal
Communication Commission outlined by the document PR Docket 92-235. This document calls for a
massive frequency restructuring and would have -extreme consequences for Remote Control (RIC)
frequency users. As a RIC modeler and a member of the Academy of Model Aeronautics (AMA), I
wish to voice my concern as to the impact this proposal would have upon the 165,000 members of the
AMA and myself.

The proposed changes could have a profound effect upon the safety and economic concerns
of RIC modeling. Safety is of the greatest concern. Many RIC model airplanes weigh well over 20
pounds and travel at speeds of over 100 miles per hour. If a model airplane 01 this size and speed
were to get out of control because of frequency interference it could represent a serious safety hazard,
such as the unnecessary loss of personal property and/or the tragic loss of life. Time invested in
building a RIC model airplane can range from several weeks to many years. Monies invested in just
one model airplane can exceed thousands of dollars.

The restructuring proposed by PR Docket 92-235 calls for the insertion of two frequencies
between those presently assigned for modeling and commercial users. These frequencies will be
higher in power and very close to our frequencies. The new frequencies will be designated as mobile,
therefore we would never know when and where they are operating.

We already experience problems with paging systems, broadcast stations, etc. that operate
close to our assigned frequencies. Currently our equipment is manufactured to operate with 10 khz
spacing between frequencies. The proposed changes specify 2.5 i<hz spacing which -would inv~l:c~te

all of our RIC radio eqUipment and would greatly impact the many small and medium businesses
which design, manufacture and sell such equipment.

Your prompt attention to this matter is greatly appreciated by myself and fellow RIC modelers.

I



Subject: Radio Control in the 72-76 MHz band

Question: What is the 72-76 MHz band used for?

Answer: The frequency range between 72-76 MHz is primarily a guard
band between TV channels 4 and 5. specifically, the channels
between 72 and 76 MHz are licensed for use by 1) private and common
carrier fixed station use at up to 300 watts output power (private
and common carrier fixed use occurs on the same channels) and 2)
private land mobile use at up to 1 watt output power. The channels
between 72 and 76 MHz are also available for unlicensed secondary
use by remote control operators of model aircraft, boats and cars
at .75 watts output power.

Question: What is the relationship between fixed and mobile land
mobile operations and radio control operations?

Answer: Radio control channels are located between fixed and
mobile channels. The radio control channels overlap with the fixed
and mobile channels. Radio control operations are unlicensed and
are secondary to fixed and mobile operations. This means that
radio control operations must accept interference from fixed and
mobile users, and may not cause interference to such users.

Question: What changes are proposed in PR Docket 92-235 that have
raised the concern of radio control operators?

Answer: We have proposed that over a 20 year period, 20 kHz mobile
channels in the 72-76 MHz band be replaced with 5 kHz mobile
channels. (See the attached. page.) Apparently, radio control
operators believe that this would make many of their frequencies
unusable.

Question: Private land mobile, common carrier, and radio control
users have peacefully shared spectrum in this band for many years.
Would these changes lead to problems between various classes of
users?

Answer: We can not categorically state that authorized mobile
operations under the current or proposed rules could never harm
radio control operations. However, in practice, all types of users
can and do operate without conflict, although there are rare
occurrences of interference between these users. We believe that
under our proposed rules they should remain rare.

First, permitted power levels for both services are comparable.
(For radio purposes, 3/4 of a watt is indistinguishable from 1
watt.) In approximate terms, this means that even if a factory and
a .~adio control hobbyist shared a channel, which they would not
under this proposal, the radio control user's model airplane would
continue to stay under control as long as the plane is reasonably
closer to the hobbyist's radio transmitter than the factory's radio
transmitter. The fact that two users would not be using the exact
same frequency significantly reduces risk of interference.


